Wednesday, February 2nd. 

Note: File on evil, humanity and morality. 

I seem to be talking very broadly about species 
characteristics and morality in a very fundamental sense, but 
there is a, I’m also drawn-to comment on the daily news the 
last few days because these subjects are extremely timely. 
The recognition, the observance last week of the 60th 
anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz has raised the 
subject both of massacre and of evil, of genocide, very much 
to the fore. And the focus of this book ultimately is the 
prospect and how to reduce it, of an omnicide that would 
involve multi genocide and the greatest of massacres that go 
far beyond any so far conceived. The comments on 
Auschwitz are repeatedly bringing up themes of 
incomprehensibility and the need for learning for 
understanding along with the need for prevention and the 
word "evil". Eli Vizel out there was in the 3 days before the 
commemoration in Auschwitz of the liberation on January 
27th, the General Assembly commemorated this 60th 
anniversary at the UN in a special session which was the 
first, in the New York Times, Tuesday, January 25th pp 4, 
was “the first such commemoration at the General 
Assembly" because the Arab states in general have 
denounced Israeli policy and had brought it seems 
recognition by the UN on (inaudible) anniversaries of the 
Holocaust. "In 2003, a resolution condemning anti-Semitism 
was withdrawn when it ran into opposition from Arab and 
Muslim nations. The previous sentence is a context to that 
frequent denunciations of Israeli policy have stirred 
accusations of anti-Semitism." So it would seem that to 
denounce Israeli policy could be held even by US and Israel 
to conflict with a resolution condemning Israeli policy and 
condemning anti-Semitism, but in this case only Afghanistan, 









Jordan and Turkey of the Muslim nations have sent 
speakers to the rostrum, but 150 out of 191 nations did 
agree to the session. Eli Vizel, the Noble Peace Prize winner 
and author and Auschwitz survivor said "I am convinced if 
the world had listened to those of us who tried to speak, we 
may have prevented Darfore <?>, Cambodia, Bosnia and 
naturally Rwanda." He ended his remark saying "The lesson 
I have is 'Will the world ever learn'". The learning would 
seem to be of two parts, how to foresee and react and 
recognize and be concerned about forthcoming or ongoing 
genocide and second, learn what might be done to prevent it 
or respond to it. Secretary General Kofi Annan said "On 
occasions like this rhetoric comes easily, we rightly say 
"Never again" but action is much harder. Since the 
Holocaust the world has, to its shame, failed more than once 
to prevent or halt genocide." The Times article and 
comments that Kofi Annan has taken institutional and 
personal responsibility for the failure of the UN in its "slow 
response to the mass killings in Rwanda" in 1994 which 
occurred "when he was a Director of Peacekeeping". The 
American delegation was led by Paul D Wolfowitz, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defence who said "Never again and 
never forget: we must keep remembering to continue to 
speak about unspeakable things." The paper then identifies 
him as Mr. Wolfowitz "a key planner of the war in Iraq, which 
has scant support at the United Nations, went on to say: 
"War is not something Americans seek, nor something we 
will ever grow to like. Throughout our history we have waived 
and reluctantly, but we have pursued it as a duty when it was 
necessary." Mr. Annan said at the end of the article, "After all 
the founding of our organization was a direct response to the 
horrors of World War II and the Holocaust." Of course 
among the horrors of World War II were the aggression by 
the Japanese and the Nazis, and is the word irony hardly fits 
the case that the commemoration here furthered <?> US 







delegations should be led by, a man Wolfowitz who directly 
urged (inaudible) aggression in Iraq occupation is no more 
illegal than the Nazi occupation but in this case the 
occupation was rather shamefully endorsed after the 
invasion by the UN on a limited basis which is to expire I 
believe by the end of this year with elections. So the notion 
that the US had engaged in this war reluctantly and had not 
sought it and indeed did not like it seems flagrantly 
hypocritical. But going back to the very commemoration, the 
horrors of World War II are not confined to the aggression by 
the Nazis or indeed to the Holocaust which remains in a 
class by itself in terms of scale of deliberate industrialized 
killing although the wartime killing of civilians by the 
Japanese in China in particular and by Stalin in particular in 
the Ukraine are comparable and indeed larger in number, 
although less industrialized. But for an essentially 
industrialized highly technological operation, the deliberate 
incineration of civilians in mass fires and attempted mass 
fires in Germany and Japan by the British and US are very 
much against though horrors although they remain virtually 
unknown and unrecognized by the American public. The 
people who urged and planned and managed perpetrated 
those massacres, wartime massacres, in Germany and 
Japan went on to become the heads of the Air Force in 
Britain and America and to implement perspective policies 
against Russia and China which were based on exactly the 
same principles of massacre of the civilian targets as they 
had implemented in World War II and which had led indeed 
to no high level or international condemnation or prosecution 
at Nuremberg or Tokyo. Of course Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
is the one part of that, that is well known and has been 
controversial specially outside the US. But that in turn was 
on a lesser scale and was only a culmination of a policy that 
had been going on for five months. Ironically then as 
Auschwitz was being liberated on January 27th, 1945, the 










planning was in process for massacres, unprecedented 
massacres in the next two months, namely in February, 
Dresden, the burning of Dresden, where the victims are hard 
to calculate because of the swelling of the city by 
unregistered refugees from east Europe and variously 
estimated from 38,000 to perhaps 140,000 though the more 
recent figures I think are at the lower end of that. An 
attempted firestorm in Berlin, a mass fire late in February 
killed 25,000 people in one night but the great achievement 
of the efforts of the British and Americans to create mass 
fires was on March 9th, or a little more than six weeks or so 
after the opening of Auschwitz, and which killed 90,000 to 
100,000 people in one night, chimneys and smoke have 
come to symbolize Auschwitz and there is the inventory of 
Auschwitz often suggests that the Jews there were burned 
though and this is obviously not to diminish in this latest 
degree, in fact of course they were gassed and it was their 
bodies that were burned although in some cases live bodies 
may have been thrown into the cremation fires. But the 
smoke from burning bodies that did rise from high tall 
chimneys at Auschwitz was visible to nearby towns, although 
whether or not they fully knew exactly what was going up in 
that smoke. In some contrast to that, the people in Tokyo as 
in other cities subject to incendiary bombing were literally 
burned alive, burned to death and in peculiarly painful 
torturing circumstances. In fact, when I was reading on 
strategic bombing the other night the essence of a mass fire 
which is current term for what used to be called a firestorm 
or a sweep conflagration, now put together under the term 
mass fire, and regarded as not clearly distinguishable is that 
the fire is produced by deliberate tactic of starting 
innumerable small fires over very large area all at once 
rather than starting a fire in one area and allowing it to 
spread bit by bit, by creating a field of fire over a very large 
area with the simultaneous dumping of small incendiaries 










and highly flammable conditions built up housing especially 
wooden housing that's close together. An updraft is created 
which in effect turns that portion of the city into one vast or 
rather the air above that into a vast chimney, the updraft 
creates in effect a vacuum and the effect of a vacuum which 
draws in winds from all around the area as in a chimney 
effect, and the fires themselves reached very high, the 
smoke and heat even higher, the B-29's over Tokyo were 
thrown violently upwards by the updraft in some cases if they 
went right over that portion of the city. But in particular many 
of the men had to put on their oxygen masks even at very 
low altitude, precisely at low altitude to keep from vomiting 
as a result of the stench of burning flesh, the roasting flesh 
which they knew cognigently to be human flesh that was 
coming up to them in thousands of feet in the air in this 
chimney from the open bomb bay and filling the planes with 
the smoke of human fat. As I quoted the other day, one pilot 
described Essen as a cooking pot on the boil, and another 
pilot recalling "this is what hell must be like as we Christians 
imagine it indeed." That's from the Ian (inaudible) article that 
I was quoting, the other file from the New York Review of 
Books, October 21st, 2004, page 8. The first such has often 
being quoted as in a challeng religious faith and especially to 
that of the Jews "Where was God at Auschwitz" but the 
question could as well be raised "Where was God in Tokyo, 
upon Nagasaki." Ironically when the cloud cover opened 
briefly over Nagasaki the aiming point that the bomber 
bock's car fastened on instead of its original planned aiming 
point was the Catholic cathedral, the largest Christian 
cathedral in Asia which was the center of a large Japanese 
Catholic community in Nagasaki, somewhat set off from the 
main part of the city. So the center or ground zero for the 
Nagasaki bombing which killed immediately some 50,000 
people within three to six months, the total went up to up to 
about 100,000, the ground zero was in the Catholic 









community which was of course a small minority of Japan. 
And so specifically there that I learned in visiting Nagasaki in 
1995 on the 40th anniversary, I was told that many 
Japanese believed that for some reason or other the US was 
deliberately trying to destroy Catholics. It took me some 
effort and without knowing the answer to assure a Japanese 
professor who had lived through this experience that could 
not possibly be the case, and that an American president 
could under no circumstances choose deliberately to target 
Catholics. But that was the effect. Another irony was that 
because that was across a river and it was a poorer part of 
the city and did involve the Catholic minority that many of the 
Japanese in Nagasaki did not actually feel, or many other 
Japanese did not feel for the victims as much as they would 
otherwise, they didn't care as much, sort of in the, as in the 
phenomenon of AIDS in this country first they manifested on 
homosexuals. In any case the God of the Catholics did not 
protect the Japanese Catholics or Christians or humans, any 
more than he'd been manifest in Dresden or Cologne or 
Hamburg or the other 67 cities. In the words of (inaudible) 
theological challenges and questions also arise concerning 
(inaudible) with Auschwitz and could just as much with all of 
these other massacres. The Jews in Auschwitz had special 
reason, of course the question the tenet of to their religion, 
the God supposedly they shared with Christians and even 
Muslims had chosen the Jews as his chosen people and 
made a covenant with them which did not seem to have 
been carried out either throughout history or in this 
culmination of massacre. As in the words of Aharon 
Appelfeld in an oped in the Times of Thursday, January 
27th, 2005, "God did not reveal himself in Auschwitz or in 
other camps. The survivors came out of hell, wounded and 
humiliated. They were betrayed by the neighbors among 
whom they and they forefathers had lived. They were 
betrayed by western culture, by the Germans, by the 





language and literature they admired so much. They were 
betrayed by the great beliefs: liberalism and progress. They 
were betrayed by their own (inaudible)." As Aharon 
describes the prices of living in Auschwitz prior to being 
annihilated as constant war and humiliation akin to torture. 
Then he quotes "John Anery, a prisoner of Auschwitz and 
one of the outstanding thinkers in the Holocaust "Anybody 
who is tortured will never again feel at home in the world". 
The other quote that I quoted yesterday, the empathy that 
we want us to believe modern man felt for others was ruined 
for all time, that's the assumption of empathy, that notion is 
repeated in his emphasis later on betrayal, but he doesn't 
add 'betrayed by God.' In his case and specially the God of 
the Jews which does raise a question as he said "What is a 
Jew, why are we persecuted so bitterly and cruelly." And he 
doesn't raise it because he said most survivors including 
himself and the young are outside the realm of faith and their 
problem simply is “how to go on living a life with meaning”. 
But the pious had a specially challeng, and he quotes, he 
said this is not a story with a happy ending, he quotes a 
doctor who survived from a religious background, who sailed 
to Israel with us in June 1946 told us "We didn’t see God 
when we expected him, so we have no choice but to do what 
he was supposed to do: We will protect, we will love, we will 
comfort. From now on the responsibility is all ours." That's 
not necessarily an unhappy ending, to take up that 
responsibility and to recognize as a reality that humans do 
have that capability to take care of each other as Vonnegut 
who survived the fire bombing of Dresden and 
Slaughterhouse 5 says somewhere recently that someone 
was asked what is our purpose in life, and he said to help 
each other get through this thing, whatever it is. The theme 
of God and of evil keeps coming up. Vice President Cheney 
spoke at Auschwitz on the 60th anniversary on January 27th 
and Time in one of the quotes of the week prints his 




statement the Time issue of this week, February 7th, 2005 
on page 15, "The story of the camps reminds us that evil is 
real and must be called by its name and confronted." If 
there's a great agreement that evil is real, of course that 
issue is coming up very much in connection this week with 
the confirmation probably tomorrow, Thursday, February 3rd, 
of Albert Gonzales despite the objections of Senators 
Kennedy, Bird, Richard, Druman and others. The 
prospective of confirmation of Michael Trichoff <?> as 
Secretary of Human Security, although today in the paper it's 
revealed for the first time, admitted that he did give advice 
on what constituted torture from the Justice Department to 
the CIA. And the word evil is the theme of David Brook's 
oped on Iraqi elections of yesterday, Tuesday, February 1st, 
2005. He uses it a half a dozen times in the column saying 
that Iraqis had shown by their willingness to vote "a stern 
determination to not let evil triumph." "These Iraqis lived 
most of their lives under the dense evil of Saddams' regime- 
the mass graves, the (inaudible), the chemical attacks, the 
wars against Iran, totalitarian cruelty on that scale was 
bound to get him to heir heads, it's almost unbearable for me 
as an American to read that and be aware as few readers 
have been made aware in this country that does <?> 
(inaudible) a genuinely evil actions were all taken when 
Saddam was in effect our monster, our ally in the war 
against Iran. Thus we were fully complicit and act similar, in 
fact as bad as he says and the word evil is appropriate. He 
goes on and from the dense evil of Saddam, and these 
people were thrust into the haphazard evil of the terrorists 
and the occupation (inaudible)." I wonder if he really means 
to describe the occupation as a whole as an evil which would 
be (inaudible) justified but I have a feeling that's a slip by 
him, and he's really referring to the terrorists resistance. In 
any case, these are more illustrations of a challenge that I've 
faced for some time to a concept that I did think was 





indispensable. The concept of a category <?> of action of 
choices and actions behavior that is absolutely forbidden. 

Evil as that which one must not do under any circumstances, 
that which is to be resisted or exposed under any 
circumstances about which one must not be silent or 
complicit by silence or rise <?>. I saw the word "evil" as an 
adverb, a characteristic of action or behavior, not as a noun, 
as a somehow existing force or personified force, not as an 
adjective, a characteristic of a person or a thing or an 
institution but an aspect of doing rather than of being, 
behavior plan including plans and preparations not as 
persons or groups or nations, why not the latter? Well, for 
the reasons that Gandhians reject the notion of enemy in the 
sense that and on the same basis the notion of an evil 
person or group which implies permanance, intangibility and 
implies that they have no characteristics other than evil, 
other than that they are crucially different from oneself as 
people and not merely by what they have been doing what 
they are planning to do. But above all, a reason for 
challenging the notion of evil even though it seemed to me 
important as an adverb is that it is so generally used to 
personify one's opponents, the other not ourselves whatever 
we do, whatever our group does is not to be described or 
considered as evil. It's entirely projected upon the stranger or 
the other, any person who is doing such acts and invites 
such description is seen as fundamentally different from 
ourselves and though not inhuman, non-human, sub-human 
necessarily, nevertheless maybe destroyed the notion that 
one cannot, with an evil person like an enemy, one cannot 
negotiate or find common ground or discuss or learn from, is 
associated with a notion that the penalty and the appropriate 
response to such a person is to destroy him, to kill him or 
her, and any acts which are otherwise seen as evil under 
other circumstances are permitted and perhaps even 
necessary in order to eliminate evil. So the very idea of 









eliminating evil it seems is associated with eliminating 
certain people, possibly large masses of people including 
their inference or likely to grow up into evil people or who's 
trapped in annihilation <?> they actually help to subdue the 
evil. In other words the concept of evil is very often used as 
a license to commit evil or what would otherwise be seen as 
evil. How does evil get done? As a lesser evil very often. 
Indeed, by any standards the notion of lesser evil is 
meaningful, the notion of degrees of evil however one 
conceives it in my terms or others. And I was thinking today 
that just as one says it's commonly said that one man's 
terrorist is another man's freedom fighter. It's certainly the 
case that one man's evil is another man's lesser evil, and 
therefore in effect not evil at all. The flaw with that reasoning 
that a lesser evil being optimal and better than the 
alternative and perhaps the right or the best thing to do in a 
particular extreme circumstance. In such a case it's often 
one simply (inaudible) out through recognition that it is evil 
under any circumstances or evil under other circumstances 
or continues to be evil even though it's a lesser evil. What 
would it mean if it's right to do something that is right to do 
it's still evil. Well, having thought about this one I would say 
that we must hold on to the recognition that if it is justified in 
these particular circumstances it is only in extraordinary and 
where an extreme circumstances that it is to be justified and 
second, so that it requires a very rigorous kind of justification 
in which it is not enough to produce reasons for undertaking 
it, but one is bound to examine those reasons very closely 
into examining them preferably if there is time to contrary 
opinion to discussion, but certainly to seek evidence and to 
look at that evidence critically that this is the only or even the 
best alternative even in these circumstances. And second 
and dynamic terms rather than looking at the decision as a 
one shot once and for all decision, but looking at a pattern of 
behavior over time if the choice of a lesser evil should lead 








to more responsibility, a sense of responsibility to change 
circumstances so one is not in that position again that the 
best, the only response to a given challenge, threat or 
circumstance, is to do something evil. The also a re¬ 
examination of the aims involved, the values that are 
involved that appeared to make it necessary or justifiable to 
undertake this evil and let me be more concrete here and 
say harmful to other humans an action harmful to other 
humans causing pain, death to (inaudible) or loss of liberty. 
That the aims are said to make that necessary, the objective 
should be re-examined as to whether they really justify this 
action. There should be an active exploration for other 
alternative means of choosing those ends or an exploration 
of reducing the objectives or changing the objectives. Above 
all, there should be a willingness to consider alternatives, 
actions in this situation that do not involve causing harm to 
other humans but do involve harm to oneself, or those close 
to one, in general a lesser degree of harm. In other words, if 
the situation is serious enough to warrant consideration of 
harming others in that situation, it should justify looking at 
actions that are not normally considered because they do 
involve self sacrifice or harm to the interest, though not the 
lives and pain let's say of one's own team or family. The 
human problem I was describing in the last file of limited and 
selective concern for other humans specially arises when 
one's leaders or organization or nation calls for your 
participation in harming people outside the organization or 
nation or tribe or corporation. What makes that participation 
much easier, relatively easy for most humans in groups and 
organizations is that as humans I hypothesize or conjecture, 
they really don't feel as much concern for the welfare of 
people outside their organization as they would often believe 
they do when they are not in the situation that actually 
involves choices between harming and not harming those 
people, or when they judge the actions of others people are 




capable of, very commonly will condemn others for not 
paying attention to or showing regard for others outside their 
group or organization without awareness that they 
themselves making the judgment will almost surely behave 
in the same way and in fact in that situation and in fact have 
done so and probably are doing so in various ways. That's 
why I say there is a lack of self-awareness as humans' 
awareness of one's one characteristics in a group and as a 
member of a group or a hierarchy or an organization. The 
willingness to act against the welfare and the interest of 
others outside that is far greater and reflects far far less 
concern, virtually no concern in many cases for the other 
humans to whom one does not feel more or less formal 
responsibility than almost any human realizes. The acts <?> 
of books yesterday was describing as evil, pure evil, do offer 
themselves as justifying that word in certainly terrorist acts 
which involve killing people at polling stations, in poor cafes 
<?>, car bombs that indiscriminately kill bystanders including 
babies and children and women, and people who are in no 
sense involved in the political struggle but those are actions, 

I have a clear position on this I felt that terrorism in 








